Abstract: During the second half of the 19th century, extended regions of the South Pacific came to be part of the German colonial empire. The colonial administration included repeated and diverse efforts to implement German as the official language in several settings (administration, government, education) in the colonial areas. Due to unfamiliar sociological and linguistic conditions, to competition with English as a(nother) prestigious colonizer language, and to the short time-span of the German colonial rule, these efforts rendered only little language-related effect. Nevertheless, some linguistic traces remained, and these seem to reflect in what areas language implementation was organized most thoroughly. The study combines two directions of investigation: First, taking a historical approach, legal and otherwise official documents and information are considered in order to understand how the implementation process was planned and (intended to be) carried out. Second, from a linguistic perspective, documented lexical borrowings and other traces of linguistic contact are identified that can corroborate the historical findings by reflecting a greater effect of contact in such areas where the implementation of German was carried out most strictly. The goal of this paper is, firstly, to trace the political and missionary activities in language planning with regard to German in the colonial Pacific, rather similar to a modern language policy scenario when a new code of prestige or national unity is implemented. Secondly, these activities are evaluated in the face of the outcome that can be observed, in the historical practice as well as in long-term effects of language contact up until today.
Language policy and planning
In language policy and planning research, three main types of language planning are commonly distinguished (cf. Baldauf 2004; Cooper 1989; CoronelMolina 1996; Hornberger 2006; Kloss 1968; Oakes 2008) :
Status planning (concept introduced by Kloss 1968) Status planning concerns the uses of a language. This includes the selection of a language to fulfill specific functions within a community (as the official language, the language of education, etc.). Planning the status of a language is related to and affects the prestige the language holds within the (speech) community. Corpus planning (concept introduced by Kloss 1968) Corpus planning is about the language itself. It is a prescriptive type of intervention, including, for example, the codification of a variety (setting up norms, preparing grammars and dictionaries, etc.) and its elaboration (e.g., the extension of the vocabulary to cover new semantic fields in accordance with newly assigned/developed societal functions). Together with matters of graphization, these activities often result in the standardization of a variety. Acquisition planning (concept introduced by Cooper 1989) Acquisition planning pertains to the users of a language, and it comprises interventions that seek to encourage or manage the learning of a specific language/specific languages in the community. It involves, for example, the development of corresponding curricula in the school system, the publication of teaching materials, matters of (the availability of) teaching staff, and other interventions in the educational system.
All three types of language planning are usually linked to and affected by language ideologies in that the latter provide concepts of the status of a language, the necessity of a standard language, and its role and position within a community. This, in turn, has an impact on perceptions of language acquisition planning by relating to questions such as, who should learn what language(s) when, to what extent, and at what cost. The study of language policy and planning (LPP) is a field of research that is often linked to language matters in newly independent or postcolonial countries or to the revitalization of languages threatened by language death. In such contexts, LPP is an intended process, and it frequently includes conscious (political) decisions, implemented by governmental and non-governmental actors. With respect to language policy and planning under German colonial rule, matters were comparable to this approach in some ways but different in others.
An important difference is that in this case, language planning was carried out by an exogenous power, and it was primarily aimed at implementing an exoglossic language, namely, German, as the official language in the relevant regions.
Local languages were, by implication, affected by the implementation of German. There was, however, no explicit language policy regarding local languages (except for cases of established local linguae francae, such as Kiswahili in German East Africa 2 ). Their status and function relative to German was dealt with indirectly, mainly in official school curricula that permitted their use for primary school education. Thus, the effects on the local languages were due to "unplanned" language planning (Baldauf 1994) , that is, to the planning activities regarding German and not the local languages themselves. An overview of the different planning patterns and outcomes for German and the local languages is provided below (2.1 and 2.2).
While it is reasonable to speak of a language policy under German colonial administration, a policy in the narrow sense was not designed or applied systematically, and there was no clearly defined goal that was pursued during this era. As in more recent settings of LPP application, various groups were involved in the theoretical process of language planning (the government, mission societies, colonial interest groups in Germany, colonial settlers, etc.
3 ), and they held diverging opinions as to the implementation of German vs. the local || 2 German East Africa roughly covered today's Tanzania, Burundi, Ruanda, and a small part of Mozambique. 3 It is characteristic of the colonial setting that the local population in the colonial areas was not involved in language planning activities.
languages. The practical side was carried out locally, often by individuals, increasing the idiosyncrasy of local solutions (cf., for instance, Hiery 2001; Stolberg 2012 on the great differences in using German in local schools).
German language policy and planning during the colonial era of 1884-1914 can, thus, be referred to as inconsistent and heterogeneous. This lack of systematic planning was partly due to the German colonial administration's being inexperienced in handling a linguistic situation of such complexity as they encountered in Africa and the South Pacific. But there was also the desire to invest only limited resources in the process of language policy, planning, and implementation in the colonial enterprise (Orosz 2011) . The school system was mainly carried by mission societies (of various denominations) who, therefore, had a considerable influence on the practical side of language planning, with schools being the primary settings of the spread of language. The German government tried to control the language policy of the mission societies directly and indirectly, as will be discussed below, but only government schools (Regierungsschulen) actually implemented the colonial language policy in a fairly strict sense (cf., e.g., Christmann 1986; Mehnert 1993) .
In addition, the intention in German colonial language planning was not to find an appropriate and shared means of communication within a country or a national or political unit. Rather, the focus was on (1) linguistically establishing the power position of Germany as the colonial ruler; and (2) finding the best solution for communicating in linguistically highly diverse areas, including practical as well as ideological considerations (pertaining to who knows and uses what languages; who is willing to/can be made to learn a new language; the use of what language(s) carries what political message; etc.). The latter aspect is illustrated by the cases of English and Pidgin English, both being in widespread use in large parts of the German colonial empire. While this practice was continued under German rule for matters of practicability, repeated public admonitions (e.g., in newspapers) nevertheless pointed out that this practice would serve to weaken the prestige of the Germans in the eyes of the colonially ruled population.
Thus, the colonial setting requires a perspective for the investigation of language policy and planning that is somewhat different from the one usually adopted. When LPP concepts are applied to a historical colonial setting, they are transferred to a situation in which these terms were not used, in any case not in their current sense. Hornberger (2006: 25) notes that from a research perspective, LPP originated with Haugen's (1959) definition of language planning, but that "LPP as an activity has certainly been going on for centuries". It is this "LPP as an activity" perspective that is taken when analyzing the Ger-man colonial handling of language issues, and it is in this sense of practical application that LPP concepts are referred to here.
In the following two sections I give an overview of the ways in which planning activities were carried out by the two main agents of language planning, the colonial government and the mission societies, regarding German and the local languages, respectively. Examples and more details for these planning activities are discussed in section 3.
German
Language planning activities by the colonial government/local government officials:
Status planning political discussions regarding the status and use of German as the official language in "the colonies" selection of German as language of administration, law, and (partly) For the German colonial period, no exhaustive compilation of legal documents regarding language use is available. A circular regarding language instruction in the colonies was passed in 1897 (cf. below) and applied to all parts of the overseas German colonial empire. In addition, local decrees and regulations were passed by individual governors. A comprehensive overview of language regulations from the German colonial period exists for Togo (Sokolowsky 2004 , various publications by Adick and Mehnert) and, to some degree, for Cameroon (Anchimbe 2013; Boulleys 1998; Djomo 2009; Orosz 2008 Orosz , 2011 . To date, no such overview exists for the Pacific region under German colonial control. Spennemann (no date) provides rich digital material for Micronesia for the German colonial period that also includes information on language regulations and language policies but not in a systematic way. 4 In the following four sections, we present the sparse evidence for explicit governmental language regulations, supplemented by an overview of a number of practices and policies that were intended to, and did, exert an influence on local practices regarding language use and language instruction. The four types of language-affecting policies considered here are:
Language-related legislation Remuneration/financial support Establishment of schools Human resources planning
Language-related legislation
The most essential legal order with a language-related focus, and the only one of general application in all German colonial areas, was issued in 1897 and constituted the base-line for various local regulations, affecting government as well as mission schools in all German colonial regions. It reads as follows: A complete overview with a focus on language politics, local language laws, and language-related regulations during the German colonial period does not exist for the Pacific area, or parts of it (Micronesia, New Guinea, Samoa, etc.). Locally, regulations could be decreed by the respective governor. Regarding school instruction, in particular, that is, in the area of acquisition planning, some such regulations are documented in the collection of German Colonial Law (Deutsche Kolonialgesetzgebung). One example is the following paragraph, part of the Schulordnung (school regulation) pertaining to the government school in Apia, Samoa, dating from 18 February 1904. In the first paragraph, it is put down that this school is open to non-Samoan children (both boys and girls) and to children of mixed descent. Samoans could only be admitted by special permission. Paragraph 4 refers to the language the children speak: § 4. 
German language regulations in Africa
Several studies deal with the German colonial language policy in Africa. Language policy in Togo, especially with respect to school regulations, is focused by Adick and Mehnert in several publications (e.g., Adick & Mehnert 2001; Adick 1981 Adick , 1993 Adick , 2011 Mehnert 1965 Mehnert , 1974 Mehnert , 1993 as well as by Sokolowsky (2004) , Lawrance (2000) , and Koffi (2012) . Language policy in colonial and post-colonial Cameroon is investigated by Boulleys (1998 Boulleys ( , 2013 especially considering the role of German, and more generally by Djomo (2009), Echu (2003 Echu ( , 2004 , and Anchimbe (2013) . Orosz (2011) investigates the interaction (and conflicts) between the German colonial government and locally active mission societies with respect to language policy in colonial Cameroon. Colonial language policy in German East Africa has received less attention so far; it is discussed by Altehenger-Smith (1978) and Becher (1998) . Colonial German Southwest Africa (Namibia) receives special consideration in linguistic research because here, German is still spoken natively by c. 20,000 speakers and also to some degree as an intergenerationally transmitted second language (cf. Deumert 2009; Kellermeier-Rehbein 2012; Shah 2007) .
With respect to language policy and language regulations in Africa, a diverse picture emerges. While the use and teaching of German and other languages (primarily the local languages and English) was more regulated than in the Pacific colonies, heterogeneous activities were carried out, depending partly on local conditions and partly on the political convictions of the respective colonial governors. Generally, there were two tendencies present in the colonial language policy discussion: one side opted for a wide-spread teaching of German in order to promote German values in the colonial empire; the other side advocated the preservation of local traditions, arguing against the use of German in (elementary) education. This was also the line of action strongly recommended by Protestant mission societies who were convinced that it was not possible to truly Christianize a population in a foreign language (cf., e.g., Adick & Mehnert 2001; Orosz 2011 ). In Togo, up until 1906 , the use and teaching of German in all schools was supported by the colonial government. English was not to be taught in either mission or government schools, and the missions were strongly encouraged to spread German (Lawrance 2000) . In 1906, a law decreed that no other living European language must be taught besides German (Sokolowsky 2004: 58; Adick & Mehnert 2001: 275) , a move that was directed against English as the language of a colonial opponent, rather than against local languages. Only a few years later, however, a turn in language policy took place, and from 1910 onwards, German was completely replaced by Ewe in elementary education (Adick & Mehnert 2001) . Only in higher education, German was to be taught to a small elite. The backdrop of this decision was the political fear of education being a promoter of emancipation for the colonized population, and this was considered a danger from the perspective of the representatives of colonial power.
In Cameroon, the development was somewhat different. While there were mixed attitudes towards local languages at first, German was declared the medium of instruction in 1897 (Anchimbe 2013) and decreed the sole medium of instruction in 1907 (Anchimbe 2013; Echu 2003 Echu , 2004 . In 1910 school regulations and a curriculum (Schulordnung) were set up (Anchimbe 2013; Boulleys 1998; Orosz 2011) , committing all schools to the use of German as the language of instruction. To promote the teaching of German in mission schools (who were not under the immediate rule of the German government), financial support was offered to them for using German as the medium of instruction from year 3 onwards, that is, after two years of elementary instruction in a local language (Orosz 2011) . Only in 1914, it was discussed to implement an official lingua franca in Cameroon and to abandon the wide-spread use of German in the educational system. The reason was similar to the one motivating the change in language policy in Togo, namely, fear of the development of a "literate proletariat" that would destabilize the colonial power asymmetry (Orosz 2011) .
In colonial German East Africa, similar considerations applied. While the colonial government preferred the wide-spread use of German as a symbol of German rule, mission societies favored the use of vernaculars (AltehengerSmith 1978; Becher 1998) . In 1905, a resolution was passed, strongly recommending that civil servants of the German colonial government learn the local languages and that instruction in German be limited to few selected individuals (Altehenger-Smith 1978) .
In general, then, there were two conflicting positions, one in favor of, and one against, using German as the main or even sole language of instruction and communication in the colonized areas in Africa and the Pacific. In all colonies, shifts on the continuum between these endpoints occurred over the colonial period, but not in a uniform way, and between Togo and Cameroon even in opposing directions, it appears. In the following sections, several indirect measures of regulating colonial language use are presented.
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Indirect means of regulating language use
Remuneration/financial support
Funding for the spread of the German language
The colonial German government took measures to enhance the spread of German in the colonial areas by providing incentives for using and/or learning it. To this end, it allotted financial means to colonial areas, thus, implementing an indirect governmental language planning activity that was aimed at influencing the language choices of those who lived in the colonies.
According to Walther (1911) , budgetary provisions by the government came up to 12,000 German Reichsmark (c. 50-55,000€ 5 ) for German New Guinea and 5,000 German Reichsmark (c. 20-25,000€ 6 ) for Samoa in 1910. Incentives were available for native students or government employees for exceptional achievements in learning German; for German settlers for extraordinary efforts in language cultivation; and for German associations and clubs (e.g., the Deutscher Militär-Verein 'German Military Association'). The motivation for supporting these groups and individuals was the assumption that their activities not only advanced the spread of German by their own actions but also increased the possibility for contact with and use of German for other inhabitants of the German colonial areas.
Along the same lines of reasoning and funded by the same budget, public reading rooms had German newspapers and magazines to provide easy access to German print media. The following list gives an impression of the range of periodicals available in Apia/Samoa.
These are measures that belong in the realm of status planning and acquisition planning carried out by the colonial government. Financial incentives as well as easy access to the language to be promoted increase its visibility and its status (as linked to material rewards). The combination of such factors was expected to lead to a more wide-spread use and a greater acceptance of German in the colonies. || 5 Calculation based on http://fredriks.de/HVV/kaufkraft.htm. 6 As in fn. 5.
German in the Pacific | 329 Subsidies to the missions Another financial means of supporting the spread of German were the subsidies paid by the government to the missions for their teaching of German. According to Hezel (1984) , German Capuchins and Franciscans received 4,000 Reichsmark (c. 16-20,000€ 7 ) annually for including German instruction in their schools in the Carolines and Palau. Lopinot (1964; cited in Hezel 1984) notes that the Capuchins, in addition to establishing mission day schools, set up boarding schools where "German language instruction was especially intensive, and all teaching was done in that language" (Hezel 1984: 103) . In 1913, the German governor in Samoa, Schultz, made available 600 Reichsmark as an incentive for excellent students of mission schools (Schultz-Ewerth 1913) . This description implies that teaching German was well supported by the missions; || 7 As in fn. 5.
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there seems to have been no conflict with government objectives regarding the introduction of German.
The setting appears to have been different in other parts of the German colonial empire. In Cameroon, for example, there were conflicting opinions among the mission societies and the government as to the language of instruction. Von Puttkamer, colonial governor of Cameroon until 1907, did not approve of any financial support for the mission schools as, in his opinion, the missions had adequate means at their disposal, and their success in teaching German was not at all satisfactory (Mehnert 1993: 259) . Subsidies were introduced after 1907 (when von Puttkamer took leave) in order to regulate and increase the use of German in mission schools (Orosz 2011: 89f.) . When a new Schulordnung (i.e., school regulations and a curriculum) was established for Cameroon in 1910, it stipulated that financial support was granted to the missions depending on their acceptance of the new curriculum which included the introduction of German from the first grade and its use as the medium of instruction from grade 3. In addition, the exact amount of the funding was determined according to the number of students who passed annual exams set in German.
In Togo, funding was awarded to several mission societies for educational purposes as early as during the 1890s. In contrast to other cases of financial support, no stipulations regarding the teaching of German seem to have been linked to these subsidies (Mehnert 1993: 257) . The newly devised curriculum for elementary schools of 1909/10 and the regulations for the distribution of subsidies of 1906 and 1910 illustrate that at this time, however, similar rules as in Cameroon applied (Adick & Mehnert 2001: 167ff., 278ff.) . In particular, it was specified in the regulation of 1910 ( §1) that funds were to be assigned according to the number of students who had passed the German final exams.
By these means, the government exerted control over the spread of German in the respective colonies. Teaching German effectively meant for the missions a better financial standing which in turn allowed them to expand their work and establish more schools. On the other hand, missions that did not comply readily with the extended requirements for using German, such as the Basel Mission (cf. Orosz 2011), had to operate on a smaller budget, limiting their options and their scope of influence.
Establishment of schools
In the regions that were put under German colonial control, various mission societies were active even before German colonialism. As part of their Christianizing the population, they had established schools with a focus on teaching reading and writing in the local mother tongue, one of their primary motivations being to enable their students to read the Bible. The missions in general, but in particular the Protestant ones, strongly favored the local languages as means of instruction, as they were convinced that true education and true Christianizing was only possible by using the mother tongue of the respective community (cf. Adick & Mehnert 2001 ). This aspect was in itself not unproblematic due to the complex language situation. In several cases, an existing lingua franca was chosen as the language of education (e.g., Kiswahili in German East Africa) while in other instances missionaries decided on one out of several local languages (e.g., in some parts of German New Guinea). These languages, although not being exogenous colonial languages, had to be acquired by certain parts of the local population as new languages nevertheless. In addition, by being singled out as mission languages they received a specific status. In this way, the language ecology of the local communities was restructured, resulting in unreflected and, in a way, unplanned (Baldauf 1994) language planning activities that led to changed status and prestige conditions. From a government perspective, the mission schools were not fully satisfactory in their performance as mediators of German language and culture, an assessment that was obviously due to differing objectives. It was, however, quite costly to install and staff government schools in the colonies, and fully covering the educational sector with government means would have been impossible logistically as well as financially (Mehnert 1993) . Therefore, cooperation with mission schools was desirable and was established as common practice. The numerical relationship between mission schools and government schools was quite skewed for the German colonial area in general. Regarding the Pacific region, that is, the colonial governments of New Guinea and Samoa, the following distributional numbers can be derived from Schlunk (1914) : Government schools provided a considerably more intense exposure to German (e.g., Mehnert 1993) , partly due to their specific curriculum and partly because most of them were boarding schools, and students often came from linguistically diverse backgrounds (Christmann 1986 ). Thus, German was their shared language even beyond the actual time of instruction. 8 Mission schools, in contrast, were day schools, and attendance was often quite less than regular (as reported, e.g., in letters of ABCFM 9 missionaries in Micronesia). Even if mission schools offered the same amount of instruction in German, then, the acquisitional impact would probably not have been the same. Therefore, the German government saw to it that government schools were established to train German speaking civil servants in sufficient numbers where needed. The African colonies were of higher interest in this respect, reflected in the fact that in the Pacific only five government schools existed, contrasting with 94 of them in the German colonies in Africa (Akakpo-Numado 2005: 104, based on Schlunk 1914). Table 3 below provides an overview of the student numbers in the two German-colonial departments in the Pacific. It also gives an impression of the percentage of the population that was actually reached by colonial instruction, aside from matters of numbers and educational goals of schools. Especially in the department of German New Guinea (including the associated areas), on average less than 3% of the local inhabitants attended colonial schools, be it mission or government schools. With a variable degree of factual every-day school attendance, the extent of instructional influence cannot have been very high, at least not in the day schools (cf. above). On the other hand, rather higher numbers for Samoa indicate, that here, German colonial school instruction met with more interest. Please note that the numbers in the available sources are not always complete, so the numbers given here must be taken with some caution. They give a fair impression of the proportions, however.
The numbers of Germans residing in these areas were low throughout the colonial area, so that naturally occurring language contact outside of schools had to be limited. This is illustrated in Table 4 , providing the numbers of German residents as compared to the local residents in the relevant colonial areas (StJbDR, 1910: 396; numbers for 1910) . 
Human resources planning
Human resources planning with respect to school staff is a part of acquisition planning, as the language abilities of the instructors immediately affect the learning progress and the students' potential ultimate attainment. In general, instructors were either of local or of European origin, and in either case, their own educational backgrounds could vary widely (cf. Sokolowsky 2004: 106f.) . Government schools were preferably staffed with German personnel. Mission schools of non-German missions, in contrast, often had problems finding instructors with teaching ability in German; and both German and non-German missions employed teachers with variable degrees of non-native competence in German. Against this background, then, relevant factors for establishing German input based on school staff are: (a) mission schools vs. government schools (cf. These factors determined the quantity and the quality of German input in German-colonial schools; they are, thus, potential predictors of language contact outcomes, since they frame the duration as well as the intensity of (schoolbased) language contact 13 between German and the local languages in the colonial areas.
|| 11 Percentage of Germans as compared to the local population. 12 I.e. native speakers of German. 13 Intensity and duration of language contact are crucial factors in determining its consequences, cf. Thomason & Kaufman (1988: 47) .
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The numbers in the following tables are calculated based on Schlunk (1914) . They permit an estimate of the amount of teaching that was done by native speakers of German in the colonial-time mission schools. About two thirds of all mission schools in the Pacific area under Germancolonial rule belonged to non-German missions (Table 5 ). In the roughly 35% of mission schools that belonged to German missions, about 40% of the instructors were German. 14 That is, only about 15% of school instruction in areas under German administration was done by native speakers of German, a number that does not imply a high frequency of interaction with native speakers of German on the part of the language learners.
Overall, the government was involved in language planning with respect to status and acquisition of German by providing financial means to spread German through the establishment of government schools and the employment of German instructors, to reward the use and acquisition of this language and to make it accessible in form of print media. There is no quantitative information available, though, on how effective these measures proved to be in terms of an increased use of German in the colonial areas.
Regarding school instruction, some influence was exerted by requiring all missions, German and non-German, to teach German, and by granting subsidies to those who were able to demonstrate good results in this respect. The percentage of students in relation to the overall population as well as that of || 14 It is not guaranteed that all persons who are listed as German in this context were actually native speakers of German. It seems to be safe, however, to assume that the great majority of them were, which is considered sufficient for the current purpose of giving an impression of the numerical relations.
natively German-speaking instructors illustrate very clearly that the contribution of mission schools to the intended spread of German cannot have been more than marginal. The same, of course, is true for governmental schools, due to their generally low numbers in the German colonial areas.
Language use and language policy interact in specific ways in colonial contexts. As one consequence of colonialism, language contact takes place, and, accordingly, language contact phenomena can be observed. With a thirty-year colonial language contact at a low intensity (as the above specifications illustrated for the educational sector), we expected lexical effects, that is, borrowing, in German as well as in the local languages; structural influence, on the other hand, is unlikely to have occurred. 15 We predict that borrowing would have occurred most frequently in semantic areas related to real life contexts that were dominated or newly introduced by German colonial agents such as the colonial government or the missions. This hypothesis is investigated in the following sections where we present loanword data from local languages spoken in the formerly German-colonized areas. A second hypothesis can be formulated based on the specifications above: It can be expected that more loanwords are found in geographic areas, and the respective languages, where a higher percentage of the population attended colonial schools, thus, putting them into closer contact with German. A closer investigation of this second hypothesis is not part of the current paper; for a discussion of it with a focus on Micronesia, cf. Stolberg (2012).
Loanwords
16
Semantic fields/ontologies (and their problems)
German-origin words are documented in various languages in the Pacific. From dictionaries and primary written data sources, we identified c. 1,000 German-|| 15 Cf. Thomason & Kaufman (1988) , Thomason (2001) for observations on specific types of language contact phenomena as related to higher or lower intensity of contact. 16 Note that the terms 'loanword' and 'borrowing' are used interchangeably in this paper. No theoretical distinction is implied as it is not possible to draw such a distinction in the type of data we investigated.
based borrowings, 17 a number that is likely to increase as additional data are analyzed. In order to carry out an investigation according to our hypothesis above, we categorized the items semantically by applying to them the ontology of loanword meanings (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009 ). As a second step, we investigated in which ways the borrowings corresponded to specific contact settings and types of language planning.
The MPI Leipzig completed a large project on loanword typology in 2009; its two most prominent outcomes were a publication (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009, henceforth HT) and an online-resource, the World Loanword Database (WOLD 18 ). It was the main goal of the project to establish a typology of lexical borrowings. 1,460 meanings from 22 semantic fields were investigated in 41 languages in order to determine whether the respective meanings were expressed by loanwords. The five semantic fields most receptive to borrowing proved to be the following: "religion and belief" (41.2%), "clothing and grooming" (38.6%), "the house" (37.2%), "law" (34.3%), and "social and political relations" (31%).
The loanwords we identified in the relevant Oceanic languages were categorized according to the HT ontology. We found that it worked well for the majority of our items, but a smaller part of them fit in less well. In addition, we arrived at a different ranking of semantic fields for our data. This latter deviation is likely to be due to (a) the low numbers of languages and items we investigated (as compared to Haspelmath, Tadmor, and colleagues); and (b) due to the specific kind of language contact setting, namely, colonialism, that is accompanied by characteristic political and social conditions. In order to account for the semantic fields we found to be affected by borrowing, we added the respective categories that are missing from the HT hierarchy (cf. Figure 1) . Overall, the largest number of borrowings belongs to the area of "(Christian) religion and belief" (HT categories) in the upper section and "occupation and tools" (added categories) in the lower section. Thus, for the HT categories, our data show the same effects regarding the highest-ranking category. Haspelmath & Tadmor's explanation fits the German-colonial context well:
The world's largest religions by far are Christianity and Islam. Both came into being in historical times and started out in very limited geographical locations, but later spread around the world and were adopted by speakers of hundreds of different languages. It || 17 We include under this category German-origin words in Tok Pisin that are, strictly speaking, not borrowings but an inherent and original part of its lexicon, having entered into the developing Pidgin/Creole language during the German colonial period. 18 http://wold.clld.org/ German in the Pacific | 337 was only natural that as people adopted these religions they also adopted the terminologies that came along with them. ( Classifying the borrowed items semantically is in itself revealing as it reflects that in colonial settings, specific semantic fields are affected by borrowing that may be less receptive to loanwords in non-colonial contexts. One factor underlying this divergence is the extent of language planning activities carried out under colonialism. Independent of whether a rigid agenda is pushed through or indecisive measures with shifting or even competing objectives are acted out, language planning must be understood as the linguistic implementation of 
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the colonial rule. Since language can be interpreted as representing the nation and/or political power, 19 taking a stance in linguistic matters carries a symbolic meaning with respect to the colonial power relation. Therefore, lexical borrowing patterns in colonial settings can be expected to differ to some degree from those in other settings with respect to the semantic categories that are affected.
The results of the above categorization informed lexical borrowing our investigation of colonial contact zones as reflected by specific lexical borrowing patterns. A closer look at individual categories revealed, however, that HT's ontology may be too general for our purposes, and it may conceal information that the borrowings can provide. A more detailed analysis of borrowed animal denominations was carried out to investigate the composition of this category, and the results are presented in the following section.
Loanwords as indicators of contact zones
The ontological class of animals, one of the semantic categories with higher loanword numbers, appears to be, at first sight, clearly defined and well delineated. The following list offers an overview of the lexical items in this class that were identified in our corpus. 
German etymon Meaning
German etymon (cont.) Meaning
|| 19 Cf., e.g., Adick & Mehnert (2001: 258f.) . 20 Animals like lice are usually not referred to by a loanword. Laus, in our corpus, is an item from Tok Pisin and thus not a borrowing in the strict sense (cf. fn. 17). It is included here because it owes its introduction to Tok Pisin to the colonial context.
A closer investigation of these items and their meanings shows, however, that (a) not all of them refer to animals in a literal sense, and -related to this, but not identical with it -(b) they were introduced into the respective languages in different language contact settings and diverging types of linguistic interactions. So, even though animal denominations are dealt with as one ontological class by HT, this assignment is not informative as to the contexts that motivated each lexical transfer.
Lexical borrowing patterns as indications of contact zones
Crucially, we have to distinguish between at least two different processes of transfer for animal names in the German-colonial contact setting: on one hand, there is imposition of lexemes by native speakers of German, for example missionaries, who introduced German lexemes into local languages in the context of translating the Bible. This process applies to animal lexemes that are attested mainly or exclusively in the Bible and related Christian-religious linguistic contexts.
Etyma of loans found in religious texts/bible translations by German missionaries: e.g., Esel We propose that these items were transferred by native speakers of the source language that is German, who had sufficient knowledge of the target language to speak about religious topics where these terms would be needed. It is conceivable that such loans were introduced in the context of missionary corpus planning, for example, for expanding the lexicon with regard to Christian terminology. In a second step, such lexemes could have been accepted by native speakers of the respective local language, the recipient language of the borrowing process. That is, in this case, the lexical transfer activity (imposition) was primarily carried out by L1-speakers of German when using their L2, the local language, and it is a result of corpus planning activities (cf. sections 2 and 2.2). It could therefore be argued that these lexemes could be equally well considered as part of the "religion and belief" class, if focusing the setting of the borrowing process and, accordingly, the semantically restricted application of these terms. On the other hand, while this is the sociocultural context through which the words entered the target languages, their use may have been extended beyond the original borrowing context afterwards -in agreement with their meaning in German -, so that it remains as unsatisfying to assign these animal names to the ontological class of "religion and belief" as it is to assign them to the class of "animal denominations". While one part of this group of lexical borrowings stems from a Christian religious contact setting, there is another part that has different origins. We conclude this from the fact that these animal names are rarely or never attested in the German Bible translation.
Etyma not occurring in German bible translations: Gans 'goose', Kakerlake 'cockroach', Katze 'cat', Laus 'louse', Rindvieh 'cattle [used as an insult]' Etyma rarely occurring in German bible translations: Biene 'bee', Büffel 'buffalo', Wachtel 'quail' This second group of animal lexemes is not or very rarely attested in (Christian) religious contexts. Thus, they must have been introduced in other settings.
Such scenarios include agricultural work, work around mission stations, or work in German households, where speakers of local languages encountered reference to these animals in German. The transfer process is different from that for biblical animal denominations. Here, we suggest that native speakers of the recipient languages with at least some knowledge of the source language, German, borrowed the items into their languages. It is conceivable that this borrowing was an effect of language acquisition planning (discussed below); alternatively, the need for shared working interaction could have made available the input that led to these borrowings, a borrowing process common in any form of language contact.
The attribution of the first group of lexemes to a Christian/missionary contact setting and the difference between the transfer settings of the two groups becomes invisible if the assignment of loanwords to ontological categories is based on the semantic content without consideration of factors of language use and possible semantic change that is common in borrowing scenarios (e.g., the source language word undergoes semantic narrowing or is used only in restricted contexts in the recipient language; cf. e.g. McMahon 1994).
It is precisely this kind of information, however, that is relevant for reconstructing patterns of colonial linguistic encounters and for understanding the specific characteristics of colonial language contact and its consequences. Therefore, we advocate a more differentiated tracing of the transfer context as a source of sociolinguistic information on lexical borrowing conditions, in addition to quantitative categorial information on borrowability. We consider this sociolinguistic aspect a crucial factor that modifies borrowability. For example, the fact that religious terms show a high borrowability worldwide is not due to linguistic factors but to social and cultural ones, as Haspelmath & Tadmor (2009: 64f ., cf. above) importantly points out. We follow up on this aspect of sociocultural factors interacting with lexical borrowing patterns in section 5 below where we identify links between colonial language planning and loanword effects.
There are further areas of German language influence in the former colonial regions, most prominently among them orthographic matters and onomastics. Discussing them in detail is beyond the scope of the current paper but the following examples illustrate the matter: orthography transfer of individual orthographic features in the graphization of local languages, for example, German-origin lengthening h in Pohnpeian the continued existence of two different orthographies of Nauruan, historically due to conflicting attitudes of the Catholic and the Protestant missions, with consecutive problems for arriving at a uniform codification of the language up until today (Lotherington 1998; Stolberg 2011 ) onomastics place names, cf. Weber's (2011) investigation of German-colonial place names in Cameroon; Stolz & Warnke (2013) and this volume on topological naming patterns in (German) colonial settings in some regions: first and last person names, especially in Christian contexts; German-origin last names can be found, for example, in Samoa (cf. the Samoan phone book)
We now turn to section 5 where we discuss links between lexical borrowing and different types of language planning activity and specific language contact zones, based on our loanword data evidence.
Effects of language planning activities on quality and quantity of loanwords
A major interest in this study is to investigate how lexical borrowing patterns are related to language planning activities. In the following sections, we take a closer look at: effects of status planning which is about the 'when' and 'where' of the uses of a language; effects of corpus planning which is about the language itself; and effects of acquisition planning which is about the prospective users of the language.
Our loanword data base includes lexical borrowings from German into 49 languages spoken in the Pacific, and a total of 875 borrowed items that can be traced back to German etyma. The data base is dynamic in that additional archival material and other relevant data sources are analyzed continuously and newly detected items are added as they are identified (cf. Engelberg 2010; Engelberg et al. 2012 for background information on this project). Several of the languages that contain German-based loanwords were spoken outside of the German colonial areas; in such cases, borrowings were transmitted via languages of wider communication, for example Tok Pisin, or there had been trading contacts with Germans independent of the colonial rule. We delimited the data base for our current investigation to loanwords from 22 languages that were in use in the former German colonial areas in the Pacific (cf. the appendix for a list of languages and data sources). Note that the items listed as loanwords are documented historically but are in many cases obsolete now.
Effects of status planning
Linked with status planning, we find that many German loans belong to domains where German had the status of an official language, such as administration, law, or politics. They reflect the administrative and legal topics that were referred to in German and the administrative structure that had been imposed on the colonized areas. A number of German etyma from this semantic field were borrowed into several languages. Among them are borrowings derived from the German word Amt meaning 'office, administrative unit' and borrowings based on the German title Kaiser 'emperor'. In some cases, re-interpretations have taken place, as with the the Tok Pisin word sutman meaning 'constable', from German Schutzmann (Schutz+mann, lit. 'protective man') where the first part of the borrowed compound has been re-analyzed as being derived from English 'shoot' (cf. Mühlhäusler 1979) .
The following list gives examples of items we consider likely to be linked to the status planning of German in the colonial setting. 
Effects of corpus planning
Corpus planning is about the form of a language. Such planning can effect the lexicon, pronunciation, morphology, etc. In the German colonial context, several local language vocabularies underwent intentional modifications with re-spect to the Christian religious domain where missionaries introduced lexical borrowings as a kind of "technical terminology" in order to avoid the "pagan" associations that traditional terms seemed to hold. Many of these (inflicted) loans in the religious domain were established via Christian religious instruction, for example, in mission schools or in church services held in the indigenous languages by German missionaries. Typical examples are gnade 'mercy, grace', taufe 'baptism' or beinag 'Christmas' from German Weihnachten. 
German in the Pacific | 345
Effects of acquisition planning
The effects of acquisition planning are more difficult to assess. Possible "candidates" are lexical borrowings related to school, time, or measure of various kinds, but it is somewhat difficult to assess what the setting for these borrowing transfers was. Such items may as well be a result of education planning more generally and of the fact that numerous teachers were speakers of German. That is, the large number of loans in connection with schooling (school utensils, words in the domains of school subjects, time, and measure expressions) may have been introduced in school but independently of German language instruction. They also raise the question of who spoke German (or used German loanwords) with whom and at what occasions. This question will be addressed briefly in the concluding section.
In this group we find items such as balaistip meaning 'pencil' from German Bleistift; kreide 'chalk' from German Kreide; and in several languages borrowings are attested that are based on the German lexeme Tafel 'blackboard'. We consider these loanwords to be the result of education planning rather than language planning in the strict sense. the case. A different kind of evidence is available, however, that supports the hypothesis that using German in school as the medium of instruction, that is, to teach in German, does seem to have promoted lexical borrowing in quantitatively measurable ways.
In an exploratory study, Engelberg (2006; cf. also Engelberg et al. 2012 ) compared the German colonial setting in the two islands of Palau and Kosrae with regard to a number of sociocultural and colonial-administrative conditions that may influence language use. Neither island had any noteworthy contact with German previous to the colonial period. While in several respects, both islands show parallels -such as somewhat isolated geographical localization, and German colonial administrative handling -there are a few crucial differences, among them the language of school instruction. In Palau, teaching was carried out in German, and attitudes towards speaking and learning German were generally favorable. Using German as the medium of instruction caused it to become functional in communication, a potential factor in facilitating loanword transfer (Engelberg 2006: 17) . For Palauan, more than 50 German loanwords are documented of which the following table gives some examples. 
For Kosrean, in contrast, no German loanwords at all are attested. Here, German was taught as a subject in school, according to the colonial requirements, but it was not used as the medium of instruction. Note that the lack of German loanwords cannot be due to a general negative attitude towards lexical borrowing since a noticeable number of loanwords from English is documented for Kosrean. It has to be kept in mind, of course, that colonial language use always interacts with a complex combination of factors, and considerable caution is in place when drawing conclusions from this evidence. Nevertheless, the comparison showed that, with other factors being similar, instruction in German vs. instruction of German can contribute to a measurable quantitative difference in borrowed items.
Discussion
The effects of language planning in the German colonial context turned out to be variable, depending on the focus of planning and the languages the planning measures were aimed at.
Status planning took place for German, but the language planning measures were not reinforced strongly by the government. Corpus planning was carried out for local languages and entailed the compilation of dictionaries and grammars (including standardization efforts); the materials were not widely accessible to L1 speakers, however, and often were not specifically meant for them but for documentation and teaching purposes for missionaries and other colonial agents that had to and/or wanted to learn the respective language in order to become locally active in the colonial endeavor (as teacher, administrative staff, missionary, etc.); some effect (loanwords) can be noted. Due to the agents of such corpus planning as well as to the intended recipients of its products, it is likely that loanwords that originate from this scenario were imposed by L2 speakers of the recipient languages and either accepted or dismissed by L1 speakers. The attestation of such lexical borrowings in dictionaries, grammars, school books, etc. (i.e., works of normative intention) does not imply that they were in actual use among the speakers of the concerned languages, although they may have been. Corpus planning for German was undertaken primarily by Schwörer (1916) in his proposal for a simplified Kolonial-Deutsch ('colonial German'). It had no practical effect because due to the political development it was never implemented, either for the intended instructional and communicative purposes or in any other settings. Acquisition planning for German was an important part of colonial education planning. The colonial German government relied mainly on mission societies and their schools for the education-based spread of German. Due to several factors, such as the diverging focus between government and mission goals with respect to using German in school instruction and lack of adequately trained teaching staff, mission schools were not as successful in teaching German (by government standards) as the government schools were, and as the colonial administration deemed desirable.
So, language planning was undertaken on different levels and by different colonial agents during the German colonial period and with different though partly overlapping foci. The plans, however, were followed up inconsistently, and various measures where in practice not implemented as they had been planned. Mehnert (1993: 263) even speaks of the "offenkundige[…] Konzeptionslosigkeit der Schulpolitik des Reichskolonialamts" (the 'imperial colonial administration's blatantly lacking conception of a school policy') with regard to education planning, including language acquisition planning. This situation lead to a low effectiveness of the planning measures as compared to the originally intended outcome, the wide-spread use of the German language. One of the reasons was the diverging agendas between different groups that were involved in language planning as well as in its implementation. Most conspicuous in this respect are the conflicting views of the mission societies, primarily the Protestant ones, who strongly favored the use of local languages as the medium of instruction in their schools (cf. Adick & Mehnert 2001; Orosz 2011) as contrasting with government views that supported the large-scale implementation of German as the primary language of communication (at least up to c. 1910 (at least up to c. , cf. Sokolowsky 2004 . Therefore, it is not surprising that we find correlations between language planning measures and the quantity of loanwords in some areas but not in others.
In some settings, colonial language planning and language policy had a noticeable impact on lexical borrowing. Paramount among these are the domains of Christian religion (through missionary activity) and school. Other areas demonstrate that language planning did not necessarily have a strong effect on the adoption of loanwords: One such example is the administrative sector where status planning was intended to be implemented for a thorough effect (German was generally to be used in administrative settings). In comparison to other settings, the loanword effects are not very strong though, especially when related to the extent of language planning effort that was put into it.
It is interesting as well as important to mention that we also find lexical borrowings in semantic domains that were not, to our knowledge, immediately subject to active language planning. Among these settings are work environments (cf. section 5.3 and Table 11 above) where we assume that language contact and transfer of lexical items were dominated by settings where work in-structions were given by speakers of German and where reference to tools and other newly-introduced objects had to be made to guarantee a functioning working process. Here, the names could have been introduced together with the objects they referred to. Thus, we propose, that this was a scenario where loanwords were imposed by speakers of the source language (German) and adopted by speakers of the recipient language, probably independent of any noteworthy degree of bilingualism on either side.
The following table compares different colonial-time language contact settings and provides an overview of the intensity of language contact, of whether a good command of the source and/or recipient language was required, and of language planning and its intensity. It also gives a rough measure for the amount of loanwords attested for each setting (see column "Lw's"). The numerical assignments for "Language command required" and "Intensity of lg. pl." are our judgments and should be taken as coarse estimates. Their purpose is to offer a comparative numerical ranking of the different settings regarding these two aspects of language contact and language planning. Language planning, obviously, does not correlate with (amount of) lexical borrowing in a simple way. From the overview, three observations can be derived: we find loanwords without planning activities and with no demand on bilingualism (e.g., in work settings); we find planning activities that only had a mild effect on the quantity of loanwords (e.g., in administration); we find settings where a medium to high planning activity and relatively high numbers of loanwords coexist.
The first two observations refer to settings where communication is possible without extended bilingualism on either side, supporting the assumption that bilingualism on either or both sides of the interaction partners is not a necessary prerequisite for lexical borrowing (cf. Thomason & Kaufman 1988 on instances of low-intensity language contact accompanied by lexical borrowing). The third observation points to the fact that there are some settings where we encounter what we hypothesized at the outset of this investigation that is, planning activities co-occurring with higher numbers of loanwords. This applies to school settings and Christian religious contexts. For these settings, we assume that some degree of bilingualism was needed, at least on one side of the communication partners.
The relevance of missionaries' linguistic choices
A final point is the question why missionaries' linguistic choices seem to have affected the lexical borrowing process more strongly than, for example, governmental choices and decrees. This effect is linked to the specific role missionaries held in several respects. 22 More than other colonial(-time) agents, we maintain, it was missionaries who worked through and with language; language was their primary tool and medium when transporting Christian concepts and transmitting their religious message, which in turn was based on a written language source, namely the Bible. In addition, missionaries frequently were the first ones to codify a language, that is, to put it into writing and to compile word lists, dictionaries, grammars, and teaching materials in that language. This is intimately linked to their self-understood role and function in a missionizing setting where the addressees of the missionizing efforts are to be enabled to || 22 Most of what is said here about the role and the language behavior of missionaries is also true in many other missionary contexts. At this point, we explicitly refer only to the missionaries' position and function during the German colonial period and in German colonial areas, in particular in the Pacific.
read the Bible in their own language since it is assumed that only then will they be able to fully understand the Christian message.
From the perspective of the local population, missionaries were perceived to possess various kinds of resources that presumably empowered them in specific ways: They were possessors of cultural capital (i.e., religious knowledge), political capital, and material capital (in forms that were unknown before).
23
Resulting from this view, the missionaries were assigned prestige (as freely conferred deference, cf. Henrich & Gil-White 2001) , and this, in turn, increased the effect their language choices had, not least regarding the acceptance of loanwords from the missionaries' (European) languages.
Conclusion
Language planning activities during the German colonial period were developed and carried out primarily by the government and by mission societies. Their theoretical outcomes are attested in many cases, not least as legal documents. In practice, large-scale effects did not result, however. This seems to be mainly due to repeatedly changing concepts of what the intended goals should be as well as to an inconsistent and variable implementation of those measures that had been agreed upon. In addition, the German colonial administration in the Pacific, the geographical focus of this study, was characterized by a relatively short time-span 24 many geographically isolated settings a variety of colonial agents the development of local, small-scale solutions for interaction and communication.
These are factors that further contributed to heterogeneous results of colonial language planning and that left room for negotiating interaction modes by the speakers involved. We state in concluding that it was possible to trace "semi-causal" links between language planning and lexical borrowing, but we were not able to show a strong relationship between language planning measures and the extent of || 23 The attribution of these types of capital to missionaries by the local population contributed to the development of the Cargo cult in New Guinea (cf. Lawrence 1964) . 24 Even though it can be argued that a period of 30 years was long enough to implement a functioning language policy if it had been implemented straightforwardly. lexical borrowing for specific domains. This finding is not surprising given the fact that language contact is a highly complex matter, and its outcome has not been found to be predictable in detail (cf. Thomason 2001) . This does not preclude the detection of more general interrelations such as those between language use in schools and the corresponding set of lexical borrowings or the effect of German-speaking Christian missionaries and their language-based activities. Our goal was to trace the impact of language planning, as one factor influencing (not only colonial) language contact, on lexical borrowing. We have demonstrated that it is possible to find correlations in this respect, but they are often confounded with other factors that have equal or higher relevance for the acceptance of loanwords by speakers of the (potential) recipient languages.
